
 
 

OGDEN VALLEY PLANNING COMMISSION 
 

MEETING AGENDA 
 

 

June 21, 2022 
Pre-Meeting 4:30/Regular Meeting 5:00 

 

 Pledge of Allegiance 

 Roll Call: 
 

1. Minutes:  April 26, 2022 
 
Petitions, Applications, and Public Hearings: 

2. Administrative Items: 
 
2.1 File No: UVO111221 - Request for preliminary approval of Osprey Ranch Subdivision Phase 1, consisting of 31 lots and two 
open-space parcels.  
Presenter: Tammy Aydelotte 

 
 
Petitions, Applications, and Public Hearings: 

3. Legislative Items 
 
3.1 ZDA 2022-01: A public hearing to consider and take action on a request for an amendment to the Powder Mountain 
Development Agreement.  
Applicant: Anne Winston.  Presenter: Steve Burton 
       

4.    Public Comment for Items not on the Agenda: 

5.    Remarks from Planning Commissioners: 

6.    Planning Director Report:. 

7.    Remarks from Legal Counsel:  

        Adjourn to work session 

    
W1: Discussion regarding new state requirements for moderate-income housing plans and implementation strategies. 
 
W2: Discussion regarding Transferable Development Rights Overlay Zone.  
 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 
The regular meeting will be held in person at the Weber County Commission Chambers, in the Weber Center, 1st Floor, 

2380 Washington Blvd., Ogden, Utah. 
 & Via Zoom Video Conferencing at https://us02web.zoom.us/j/85287811569 Meeting ID: 852 8781 1569 

 
 A Pre-Meeting will be held at 4:30 p.m. The agenda for the pre-meeting consists of discussion of the same items listed above, on the agenda 

for the meeting.  

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, persons needing auxiliary services for these meetings should 
call the Weber County Planning Commission at 801-399-8761 

 
 

https://us02web.zoom.us/j/85287811569


Meeting Procedures 
Outline of Meeting Procedures: 

 The Chair will call the meeting to order, read the opening meeting statement, and then introduce the item. 

 The typical order is for consent items, old business, and then any new business. 
 Please respect the right of other participants to see, hear, and fully participate in the proceedings. In this regard, anyone who 

becomes disruptive, or refuses to follow the outlined procedures, is subject to removal from the meeting. 
Role of Staff: 

 Staff will review the staff report, address the approval criteria, and give a recommendation on the application. 
 The Staff recommendation is based on conformance to the general plan and meeting the ordinance approval criteria. 

Role of the Applicant: 
 The applicant will outline the nature of the request and present supporting evidence. 
 The applicant will address any questions the Planning Commission may have. 

Role of the Planning Commission: 
 To judge applications based upon the ordinance criteria, not emotions. 
 The Planning Commission’s decision is based upon making findings consistent with the ordinance criteria. 

Public Comment: 
 The meeting will then be open for either public hearing or comment. Persons in support of and in opposition to the application 

or item for discussion will provide input and comments. 

 The commission may impose time limits for comment to facilitate the business of the Planning Commission. 
Planning Commission Action: 

 The Chair will then close the agenda item from any further public comments. Staff is asked if they have further comments or 
recommendations. 

 A Planning Commissioner makes a motion and second, then the Planning Commission deliberates the issue. The Planning 
Commission may ask questions for further clarification. 

 The Chair then calls for a vote and announces the decision. 
 

Commenting at Public Meetings and Public Hearings 
Address the Decision Makers: 

 When commenting please step to the podium and state your name and address. 
 Please speak into the microphone as the proceedings are being recorded and will be transcribed to written minutes. 
 All comments must be directed toward the matter at hand. 
 All questions must be directed to the Planning Commission. 
 The Planning Commission is grateful and appreciative when comments are pertinent, well organized, and directed specifically 

to the matter at hand. 
Speak to the Point: 

 Do your homework. Obtain the criteria upon which the Planning Commission will base their decision. Know the facts. Don't 
rely on hearsay and rumor. 

 The application is available for review in the Planning Division office. 

 Speak to the criteria outlined in the ordinances. 
 Don’t repeat information that has already been given. If you agree with previous comments, then state that you agree with 

that comment. 
 Support your arguments with relevant facts and figures. 
 Data should never be distorted to suit your argument; credibility and accuracy are important assets. 
 State your position and your recommendations. 

Handouts: 
 Written statements should be accurate and either typed or neatly handwritten with enough copies (10) for the Planning 

Commission, Staff, and the recorder of the minutes. 
 Handouts and pictures presented as part of the record will be left with the Planning Commission. 

Remember Your Objective: 
 Keep your emotions under control, be polite, and be respectful. 
 It does not do your cause any good to anger, alienate, or antagonize the group you are standing in front of. 
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Minutes of the Work Session of the Ogden Valley Planning Commission for April 26, 2022. To join the meeting, please navigate to the 
following weblink at, https://us02web.zoom.us/j/85703169095, the time of the meeting, commencing at 5:00 p.m. 
 

Ogden Valley Planning Commissioners Present:  Trevor Shuman, Chair; Shanna Francis, Vice Chair, Jeff Burton, John (Jack) 
Howell, Dayson Johnson, Jared Montgomery, Justin Torman. 

 Absent/Excused: None 
Staff Present:  Charlie Ewert, Principal Planner; Scott Perkes, Planner; Courtlan Erickson, Legal Counsel; Marta Borchert, Office 
Specialist. 

 
• Pledge of Allegiance 
• Roll Call: 

Chair Shuman asked if anyone had any ex parte communication or conflict of interest to declare.  No disclosures were made. 
 
Chair Shuman then rearranged the agenda; he moved to agenda item six and invited Planning Director Grover to provide his 
comments about John Lewis, who recently resigned from the Ogden Valley Planning Commission. Mr. Grover reported Mr. 
Lewis has served as a member of the Commission since 2016, serving as Vice Chair and Chair for several years. He has provided 
a great deal of time and effort to serving the Ogden Valley through his position on the Commission. He always allowed public 
input on the items being considered by the Commission and conducted meetings very effectively and professionally. He then 
noted that the vacancy created by Mr. Lewis’s resignation was advertised and the County received two applications. The 
County Commission selected Dayson Johnson to serve as a member of the Commission. Before any member of the Commission 
can serve as a member of the Commission, they must receive specific training and that has been conducted. Planning staff has 
also been working closely with Mr. Johnson to bring him up to speed on items before the Commission at this time.  
 
Chair Shuman then read Mr. Lewis’s letter of resignation for the record; he echoed Mr. Grover’s gratitude to Mr. Lewis for his 
diligent service and thanked him for always striving for responsible planning.  
 
Chair Shuman then reported that item two, Commission training, will follow item three.  

 
1. Approval of Minutes for February 15, 2022. 
 
Chair Shuman announced there have been no corrections or edits suggested for the minutes and he declared them approved as 
presented.  
 
 
3. Petitions, Applications, and Public Hearings: 
      Administrative Items. 
 
3.1 ZTA 2021-07: Discussion and potential action on an application to amend the Form-Based Village zoning ordinance, 
along with other sections of the Weber County Land Use Code, to add provisions and exhibits intended to create a Nordic 
Valley Village Area. Staff Presenters: Scott Perkes & Charlie Ewert 
 
Planner Perkes noted Planning staff has received a great deal of public input regarding this application from 28 individuals; this 
input has been summarized within the supporting documentation for the item.  He then summarized a staff memo regarding the 
application to amend the Form-Based Village Zoning Ordinance to add provisions and exhibits intended to create a Nordic Valley 
Village Area; the memo provided a comparison of the most recent version of the draft ordinance amendments with those that 
were initially presented to the Commission on March 22.  
 
Commissioner Burton cited a proposed ordinance amendment that is specific to the Nordic Village; he asked if the ordinance can 
include other references to specific project areas. Mr. Perkes answered yes. Commissioner Burton asked if employee housing can 
be called out and regulations for specific project areas included. Mr. Perkes answered yes.  
 
Commissioner Burton stated that bullet point 22 in the memo addresses hard-surfaced asphalt or concrete in parking areas. He 
stated in the past there has been discussion about using a material that would allow water to percolate through. He asked if that 
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has changed. Mr. Perkes answered no; the applicant has indicated a willingness to use a material that will allow water to percolate 
through; they will work with the County Engineer to identify a material that can be considered ‘hard surface’ to address concerns 
about muddy parking areas, but that will also allow water to percolate through. The Commission reviewed the language in the 
ordinance document that addresses hard surface parking areas. The indicated that traditional hard surface parking may be 
acceptable so long as there is an area nearby where run-off water can be stored and allowed to percolate into the ground; 
however, there was concern about pollutants that are collected as water runs off a hard surface parking area causing damage to 
the ground. Chair Shuman invited input from the property owner encouraging the amendments that would address the Nordic 
Valley Village Area regarding their ideas for parking surface.  
 
Ronda Kippen, project manager for the Nordic Valley Team, stated she was shocked by the language regarding the hard surface 
parking throughout the project as this was not what has been discussed by the Team and Planning staff; her client’s proposal is 
proposing to use asphalt or concrete in all commercial parking areas, but the temporary day skier parking lots would be similar to 
what is allowed under current code, which indicates that temporary parking lots are not required to be paved. She referenced 
several parking lots in the Valley that are not paved based upon this code language and stated that her client would like to be 
allowed to continuing operating in that manner. She added that storm detention basins do not filter run-off water; rather, they 
only store the water and pollutants are allowed to percolate in the ground. She stated that she would like to reduce the footprint 
on the environment by reducing the amount of asphalted areas; her client would use an integrated grid parking format that would 
include pavers with grass growing between it; it is easy to maintain and is green throughout the spring, summer, and fall months. 
It also allows water to percolate into the ground. She asked that the Commission consider altering the language in the proposed 
ordinance to allow a varied type of parking area rather than strictly hard surface.  
 
The Commission discussed the language in the document and focused on possible edits that would provide flexibility while 
addressing concerns expressed by the community about parking areas that turn to mud during the warmer months of the fall, 
winter, and spring. Commissioners acknowledged the presence of other parking areas in the Valley that are not asphalt or 
concrete, but that also do not turn into mud as does the current parking area at the Nordic Valley ski resort. They also debated 
the definition of hard surface with a focus on whether grid pavers mentioned by Ms. Kippen could qualify as hard surface parking. 
Planning Director Grover stated he would be comfortable with allowing that type of parking in the Nordic Valley Village Area, but 
not in other areas of the Valley that could be assigned this zoning designation. Commissioner Torman suggested that the 
ordinance read ‘concrete, asphalt, or Engineer Division approved alternate surface’ as qualifying for hard surface parking. Mr. 
Grover stated he feels that language is adequate. Commissioner Burton stated staff has communicated that the ordinance can 
include regulations specific to the Nordic Valley Village area without concern that the same regulations would be applied to other 
areas of the Valley.  
 
Mr. Perkes then addressed the street regulating plan in the draft ordinance document; he oriented the Commission to renderings 
included in the ordinance document to familiarize them with the adjustments that have been made since the Commission’s last 
review of the document. 
 
Commissioner Johnson then cited references to a requirement to use a licensed architect for design of buildings in village areas 
but noted that State law requires an architect or structural engineer for residential projects. He suggested that the language be 
amended to indicate that a licensed architect not be required for residential lots in a village project. He stated this will ensure the 
County is conforming with State law. Chair Shuman asked Legal Counsel Erickson to look into the State law referenced by 
Commissioner Johnson and provide input regarding the proposed adjustment or whether the Commission can strike the language 
entirely and direct developers to rely upon State law governing such issues.  
 
Discussion then shifted to the order of actions taken by the Council for projects such as the Nordic Valley Village area, after which 
Chair Shuman invited additional input from the Nordic Valley Team. There were no comments provided at this time.  
 
Mr. Erickson then addressed the discussion regarding using a licensed architect for design of buildings in village areas; the State 
Code provides an exemption from licensure for an architect working on one- or two-family dwellings, including townhomes. There 
are also provisions under which an engineer can perform similar service without being licensed. As a general matter, the County 
has the authority to regulate matters above and beyond what is required by the State; however, he has not had enough time to 
review the State Law and his input should not be considered to be a definitive legal recommendation. He can research the matter 
further if the Commission does want a formal recommendation before taking action on the proposed ordinance. The Commission 
debated the matter and ultimately concluded to continue discussion of the matter following the receipt of public input.  
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Chair Shuman then invited public input, asking each commenter to limit their comments to two minutes.  
 
Kimmy Wright stated he lives adjacent to the Nordic Valley ski resort; when he moved to area 45 years ago, he dreamed of a 
Nordic Valley Village. He is supportive of the Village concept and for the ski resort to be developed and improved. He believes the 
developer will address the water and sewer concerns, but he does not believe the ski resort itself is quite big enough to 
compliment the actual Village development.  
 
Bruce McGill stated he has lived in the area since 1994. He noted the intent of a form-based code for the Village concept is to 
provide for an aesthetic transition from tall buildings in the village to nearby single-family homes. He noticed the developer has 
made a concession relating to the view shed for the area near Viking Drive by reducing the size/height of one of the multi-family 
buildings, but he does not feel that is enough. He recommended that the taller buildings be located near the base of the ski hill 
to protect the view of those that already live in the area, which would help to address concerns that have been expressed 
previously. He then addressed the southernmost roundabout near Viking Drive and Nordic Valley Way and recommended that it 
be moved further to the north to help to adequately disburse traffic away from existing single-family homes where many young 
children live.  
 
Peggy Dillingbaker stated she is a 37-year resident of the Nordic Valley area and has been witness to two past attempts to rezone 
and redevelop the area. When she first heard about the small village concept, she was supportive; however, she does not think 
that the project that has been proposed meets the definition of ‘small’. This project will contain 507 units, and that is not small 
for this area. She then noted that the presumption of the rezoning is concerning; if the County votes for the form-based village 
zone and assign it to 50 acres of space – one of the last remaining open spaces in the Ogden Valley – it will seem as if the action 
on the proposed development of the area will have been predetermined. She asked that the Commission hold off on making a 
vote tonight and take additional time to consider the plans that have been presented. She would prefer a plan that fits into the 
current zoning of the area.  
 
Ron Gleeson stated he submitted information to staff prior to the meeting to express his concerns about this item. Specific to the 
form-based village concept, there is a concentration of buildings and multi-family units; he would like for the land use code to 
address lighting that is associated with a concentration of buildings. This would include the maximum number of lumens for any 
home or any light in a project area. This would help to preserve dark skies in the Valley. He referenced ordinances in other 
communities that are aimed at preserving dark skies.  
 
Darren Robowski stated he has lived in Nordic Valley for seven years; he has been paying attention to this project for the last 
several months and has heard the many comments regarding the availability of water in the Valley. He referenced the comments 
made by the applicant regarding drilling into aquifers and noted the information included in those communications are not 
supported by a 1994 USGS, nor a 2019 UGS study regarding the aquifer under the Pineview Reservoir. He does not think the 
County is prepared to formulate requirements that address the depth of the aquifer when the information that has been 
presented by the applicant are not fact based.  
 
Doug Weaver presented density calculations that could be allowed in a village project, emphasizing that the maximum density 
that could be allowed would be 14 times the current Nordic Valley density. He noted he lives on Viking Drive, and he identified 
areas surrounding him that are subject to future rezone that would allow a dramatic increase in density. He noted the existing 
development in the area conforms with the rural residential or estate lot definitions in the land use code; but they do not meet 
the definition of small, medium, or large residential areas at .07 to .5 acres in size. He stated that he feels the project threatens 
to erode the special rural character of the neighborhood; it is not needed in order for the village to be built at the base of the ski 
area and he is unsure the applicant even wants the zoning that is being contemplated. His understanding is that this proposal will 
impact the future zoning opportunities of the area and he wondered if it is a justification for the larger buildings that are being 
considered in the area. The text amendment should be considered concurrently with a rezone application as mentioned by 
Commissioner Francis and making a decision tonight would be very premature. He stated that he has performed an exercise to 
determine the potential impact that the text amendment could have on the entire Valley; he believes that there could be three 
village projects in a 1.2-mile radius. This is contrary to the communicated goal of the village concept, which is to consolidate 
development in one area. He stated public comments have been overwhelmingly in favor of increasing setbacks and reducing 
building heights, but he believes that minimum lot sizes are actually being removed from the text and this will impact people who 
live near the golf course. This will impact a homeowner’s maintenance of their building and they will need to secure access to 
their own property through neighboring properties.  
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Jan Fulmer spoke to the regulations for short term rental properties; she stated she is unsure the County will be able to enforce 
the regulations requiring owner occupancy or use of a management company. She also addressed bonus density language in the 
Ogden Valley General Plan and indicated the word ‘sparingly’ is very subjective. Bonus development units were never supported 
by the public that participated in creation of the Plan; rather, they were added ‘behind closed doors’ by the County Commission.  
 
Beth Austin stated she lives on Nordic Valley Drive and her greatest concern is the wide variety of permitted uses that would be 
allowed on the streets of Nordic Valley if the text amendment is approved. She stated that her zoning is FV-3, rather than a resort 
type of use, but her neighbors could apply for resort or village zoning that would allow so many different types of uses that would 
impact her and others’ way of life. She added she does not understand how, if Nordic Valley Water rejected the form-based village 
zone, individual lot owners are to expect to have access to water. She is also concerned about uses that would be allowed in open 
spaces; these uses do not comply with the Ogden Valley General Plan, and they will impact the health, safety, and welfare of 
residents in the area.  
 
Eric Van Arks stated he also lives in Nordic Valley Drive, and he read a letter that he wrote opposing the form-based village zoning; 
the letter communicated his concerns about the negative impact that a village project will have on the beauty of the area. There 
is no land more deserving of protection that the open space in this area and the overlay zoning would lead to the destruction of 
the open space; it will also be a catalyst for future projects and all open space will be in jeopardy. Once the open space land is 
developed, it is lost forever. He suggested removing form-based zoning from the list of options in Ogden Valley. Many people only 
see the open space from the road, but he encouraged everyone to visit it personally to gain a personal understanding of the 
environment that is home to many animals; it is beautiful and natural with unequaled peacefulness. The land is currently zoned 
O-1 and he asked that zoning designation be preserved.  
 
Felice Quigley stated she is new to the Nordic Valley area after purchasing a home there a year ago. She has actively monitored 
this proposal and she is not opposed to development; she understands residents cannot restrict a property owner’s right to 
develop and built upon their land as that is every property owner’s option and right. However, the residents of an existing 
neighborhood should be able to comment on what is important to them. There are 300 residents of an existing community, and 
they are concerned with how their properties will be impacted; one of the things that should be considered is that this may not 
be the most appropriate zoning for the subject property. When the developer first made application for zoning, he requested 
DRR-2 zoning because DRR-1 was limited to 100 acres. She suggested that the County and the applicant revert to that idea rather 
than trying to force form-based village zoning into an area that has been established for many years.  
 
Larry Irvin stated he has prepared an analysis of the form-based village concept and the reasons that it is inappropriate for the 
subject property; he feels many of the proposed text amendments are an attempt to shoehorn the Nordic Valley area into a form-
based village concept because it does not fit naturally. Nordic Valley stands out notably from the other potential village locations 
on the General Plan Map, primarily because it is the only location that relies heavily on currently zoned open space for a significant 
portion of the building development. Total development size is over 500 acres, but the majority of the building will occur in the 
54 acres across the road from the current Nordic ski facility, of which 40 acres is currently zoned open space. It is hard to imagine 
a high-density proposal getting as far as it has based on the concept of converting this much open space, but that would happen 
if the form-based village is assigned to the property. Open space will be physically consumed by high density development and 
will dramatically alter the area in a manner much different than the other proposed village locations.  
 
Robbie Kunz stated one thing that residents are concerned about how the form based village zone will impact their properties; 
he understands that he and his neighbors have the opportunity to become part of the village zone for their own properties, but 
it does not seem like a viable option for them primarily because most of the homes in the area are on one acre and there are 
difficulties with water and septic infrastructure on lots of that size. Lot sizes will be reduced to half or quarter acre in size and that 
is something that the existing residents cannot support; the form-based village will not work as designed on those lots because 
there is not sufficient space to provide for proper transition between larger lots and smaller lots.  
 
There were no additional persons appearing to be heard.  
 
Commission discussion centered on the timing of potential zone changes, with Mr. Ewert noting that is not to be determined 
tonight; the matter before the Commission this evening is whether to adopt the text that creates the Nordic Village Area. The 
zone would not be applied to any property tonight, but an application for the zoning will be presented to the Commission at a 
future meeting. If a neighboring property owner would like to pursue a similar zone change, they would need to submit their own 
application. Each application would be considered on its own merits and the Planning Commission would be the body 
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recommending an action to the County Commission. He then presented a map to orient the Commission to the areas that have 
been designated as being appropriate for small area plans in the General Plan. He also identified the areas that have been 
identified as being suitable for village projects; however, the boundaries of the villages have not been specified.  
 
Commissioner Burton asked if there is any reason the form-based zone could be applied only to the Nordic Valley resort area. Mr. 
Ewert answered no. Commissioner Burton clarified that any adjoining property owner could also pursue the zoning and make 
their property part of a village project.  
 
Chair Shuman stated that he lives in a zone that requires three-acre residential parcels and he likened the concept of someone 
applying for the form-based village zoning to him seeking commercial zoning on his property; the hurdles that the applicant will 
need to get over are fairly significant and assigning the zoning is not a given for any applicant. Mr. Ewert stated that is correct. 
Commissioner Francis noted the difference is that the Nordic Valley resort project will be built on open space and that is the 
matter that is concerning residents. Mr. Ewert stated that is correct and he sympathizes with existing residents.  
 
Mr. Ewert then provided a high-level explanation of the process the applicant will follow to pursue a zone change and seek a 
transfer of development rights (TDR) to their property; this led to philosophical discussion among the Commission regarding their 
concerns and the concerns of the residents about the form-based village zone and TDR actions. Mr. Ewert responded to several 
comments and questions from residents, namely focusing on the areas designated for village projects; overall density of village 
projects and the Valley as a whole; infrastructure improvements; lighting restrictions in an effort to preserve dark skies; adequacy 
of water and health of the Pineview aquifer; the relationship between and timing of the form based village zone ordinance and 
the imminent application for the zone for the Nordic Valley project; the role of planning staff in assisting a developer through 
various development processes; permitted uses in the zone; and previous plans for the open space near the ski resort and 
developed residential neighborhood. Discussion then shifted to the present development options available to the developer 
under the current zoning; Mr. Ewert offered a comparison of the present development options with the option that the developer 
pursued and for which they are seeking to change the zoning of the property. He stated it is his opinion that the development 
that the developer is pursuing under the form-based village zone is much better, at least from an environmental perspective, than 
current development options. Additionally, the Planning Commission will have a great deal more input on the development plans 
under the form-based village zone than under the present zoning. If the developer were to prove they are able to meet all 
requirements of the current zoning, the County could not legally deny them from proceeding. He added that he feels the applicant 
is sympathetic to the concerns that have been expressed by residents and have made several modifications to their original plan; 
he believes they will continue to work with the community to improve the plan. 
 
Commissioner Burton asked if the Nordic Valley Form Based Village Zoning will be available to other areas of the Valley or if it will 
only be allowed in the property around the ski resort. Mr. Ewert stated that it will only be an option for the area that has been 
identified in the Ogden Valley General Plan, which is the area around Nordic Valley; however, that is not just the property that is 
owned by the applicant, and it includes other properties.  
 
Commissioner Howell moved to forward a positive recommendation to the County Commission for application ZTA 2021-07, 
application to amend the Form-Based Village zoning ordinance along with other sections of the Weber County Land Use Code, 
to add provisions and exhibits intended to create a Nordic Valley Village Area, based on the findings and subject to the 
conditions listed in the staff report. Commissioner Torman seconded the motion.  
 
Commissioner Burton offered a friendly amendment; page 59 of the ordinance discusses improved hard surface parking space 
and the applicant asked for an adjustment to that language. Commissioner Howell stated he will accept that amendment. 
Commissioner Francis added that she would like to modify the street map for the area. Chair Shuman stated the map is 
intended to be general in nature rather than definitive for any potential applicant to interpret as the only option. He stated he is 
not sure that an amendment to the street map is necessary. Commissioner Francis stated that the map will be on record and 
should provide all viewers with a legal expectation regarding the streets in the project area. Legal Counsel Erickson stated that 
the map will communicate the street classifications that would be present if someone were to change zoning to the Form Based 
Village Zone, but they could ask for a variation from the map to change a street classification. Chair Shuman added that would 
be a legislative action. Planning Director Grover agreed; the Form Based Village Zone will essentially create a small area plan as 
called for in the General Plan; it will define land uses for that area in ordinance form.   
 
Mr. Ewert offered suggestions for the street classification map that he believes the applicant would be comfortable with.  Mr. 
Erickson offered the Commission with guidance on the proper procedure/motion to make to pursue a change to the ordinance 
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document. He suggested the Commission discuss all potential changes to the ordinance rather than considering friendly 
amendments to the motion made by Commissioner Howell.  
 
Chair Shuman then facilitated discussion among the Commission regarding the amendments to the ordinance that a majority of 
the Commission supports. The Commission discussed amendments to the text regarding hard surface parking improvements 
and licensed architect requirements, but Mr. Erickson advised that the Commission vote on the original motion as it does not 
include any amendments to the ordinance documents as presented.  
 
Chair Shuman called for a vote on the original motion. Commissioner Howell voted aye. Commissioners Francis, Burton, 
Johnson, Montgomery, Shuman, and Torman voted nay. (Motion failed 6-1).  
 
Commission discussion on potential text amendments continued; Commissioner Francis stated she would like to see 
amendments to the street layout map. Chair Shuman refocused on amendments to the hard surface parking text and licensed 
architect requirements. The Commission debated whether to strike the entirety of Section 104-22-6.2(a) or just the words 
“licensed architect” from both sub items (a) and (b). Commissioner Johnson noted that the stricken language could be replaced 
with language requiring compliance with Utah State Law regarding design. Mr. Ewert suggested the Commission take a poll to 
determine if there is support for each individual text amendment before making a motion. Chair Shuman stated polled the 
Commission regarding proposed changes to sub items (a) and (b) as follows: 

(a) Licensed architect required. In each village area, buildings shall be designed by a licensed architect. A building's 
street-facing facade shall be designed to have a base, body, and cap, each of varying design features and building 
material. At least one of the building materials used on the building facade shall also be used on all other sides of 
the building. 

(b) Modification of standards. After receiving recommendation from a licensed architect, tThe planning commission 
may allow minor modifications to the applicability of the standards in this section as long as it results in a design 
that better aligns with the intent of the design theme and blends well with the design of adjacent buildings. 

 
There were four Commissioners who supported the text amendments specified above.  
 
Chair Shuman then discussed the street layout map and asked Commissioner Francis what specifically she would like to address. 
Commissioner Francis stated she would like to address the overreach of the map into existing neighborhoods. Commissioner 
Torman stated that he is concerned about changing the map as it is the result of years and years of work by County staff. Chair 
Shuman added that the map is similar to the directives in the General Plan; it is just a tool to offer some guidance to the reader 
of the Plan, but it does not necessarily mean that the streets included on the map will eventually come to fruition. Mr. Ewert 
stated that it is actually a bit different than a General Plan exhibit; if the street map is adopted and someone applies for a 
rezone, they will proceed with the roads as identified on the map. Chair Shuman stated that would only be the case after an 
applicant moves through the legislative process to secure a certain zone and subsequent street designation. Mr. Ewert stated 
that is correct; if someone desired a different street designation, they would need to submit an application to amend the map. 
Commissioner Francis stated that means a resident would need to submit such an application to change a street classification 
due to concerns of the impact a certain type of street will have on their property; the cost to pursue a text amendment is 
$1,000. This led to high level discussion and debate among the Commission and staff regarding the process of amending the 
street layout map and the impact that the map could have on existing and future development, after which Mr. Erickson 
explained the role the map plays in certain development processes. He indicated that if the Commission approves the map as 
part of the ordinance, it is essentially like ‘zoning’ for streets; if someone desires a different ‘zone’ for their street, they will need 
to submit a formal application to the Planning Commission, which would be a recommending body to the County Commission.  
 
Chair Shuman polled the Commission to determine who is in favor of amending the street designation map.  
 
Commissioner Burton then discussed employee housing; he likes the idea of a commercial operator being able to house their 
employees on the site and he pictures employee housing as apartments rather than houses. He proposed that the text in the 
ordinance be changed to communicate that less than five percent of the total housing in the project will be for the employees of 
the Nordic Valley resort and will not count towards overall density of the project. This led to Commission discussion and debate 
regarding the appropriate amount of employee housing in a village project and the difference between employee housing and 
affordable housing. Mr. Perkes indicated that the County will need to adjust general guidelines relating to affordable housing in 
order to comply with State legislation regarding the matter. Tonight, the Commission can take action on a cap for the total 
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amount of employee housing that can be included in a village project, specifically the Nordic Valley village, and the specifics of 
how the employee housing will be governed can be handled via a development agreement for the project.  
 
Commissioner Burton moved to forward a positive recommendation to the County Commission for application ZTA 2021-07, 
application to amend the Form-Based Village zoning ordinance along with other sections of the Weber County Land Use Code, 
to add provisions and exhibits intended to create a Nordic Valley Village Area, based on the findings and subject to the 
conditions listed in the staff report, and with the following amendments: 
1. Section 104-22-9(a) Parking required, line 842, shall be amended to state “all parking lots shall be hard-surface asphalt or 

concrete, or other improved hard surface, as approved by the Weber County Engineering and Fire Departments.  
2. Section 104-22-6.2(a) & (b), as follows: 

a. Licensed architect required. In each village area, buildings shall be designed by a licensed architect. A 
building's street-facing facade shall be designed to have a base, body, and cap, each of varying design features 
and building material. At least one of the building materials used on the building facade shall also be used on 
all other sides of the building. 

b. Modification of standards. After receiving recommendation from a licensed architect, tThe planning 
commission may allow minor modifications to the applicability of the standards in this section as long as it 
results in a design that better aligns with the intent of the design theme and blends well with the design of 
adjacent buildings. 

3. Section 104-22-11 shall be amended for Nordic Valley only to provide for a maximum of five percent bonus density for 
Nordic Village employee housing who earn less than 80 percent of the County median income as an incentive to house 
employees on-site rather than having them commute and create a demand on transportation infrastructure. The details of 
this provision shall be set forth in a development agreement for the project.  

  
Commissioner Torman seconded the motion. Commissioners, Burton, Howell, Johnson, Montgomery, Shuman, and Torman all 
voted aye. Commissioner Francis voted nay. (Motion carried 6-1).  
 
Chair Shuman thanked the public for their involvement in this process; their thoughtful input helped the Commission to modify 
the proposed ordinance in a meaningful way.  
 
 
2. Training. 
 
Chair Shuman indicated the training planned for this meeting will be provided in a future meeting due to the late hour.  
 
 
3. Public comment for items not on the agenda. 
 
Ron Gleeson reminded everyone that April 22-30 is “International Dark Sky Week”; this is a great reminder for everyone to get 
out and enjoy the dark skies of the Ogden Valley. He referenced the website darksky.org to give people ideas of things they can 
do and enjoy with their families to enjoy the night.  
 
Doug Weaver clarified that tonight the Commission was voting on a text amendment that was included in the public notice for 
this meeting; but they also voted on a land use map amendment and that was not part of the public notice. He stated the 
Commission needs to recognize this is a very big issue and neither the residents or the applicant were asking for or promoting the 
idea of changing the zoning for the neighborhood and he wondered the driving force behind that action. He stated that it seems 
that this is being promoted by the Planning Staff, though Mr. Ewert declared that he has no pride in authorship in the document 
and map amendment. He stated the village node in the Ogden Valley General Plan was not perceived by the public to overtake 
the existing community; rather, it was intended to be a village node at the base of the ski area, and no one envisioned it growing 
beyond that. He noted that if the street map extends beyond the proposed base area, he would propose that the text be further 
amended to prohibit ‘leap frogging’ relative to zone changes. He is discouraged by the amount of time the Commission spent 
talking about issues that are already regulated by the State of Utah, but there was no time spent on very important issues that 
will impact the residents who reside in close proximity to the Nordic Valley resorts.  
 
      also referenced the action taken by the Commission tonight; he understands the Ogden Valley will continue to grow and 
he is not opposed to the village concept, but there are many matters that have not been adequately considered by the 
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Commission. In Nordic Valley, it would be nice to have an understanding of the realistic potential residential growth in the area. 
In other areas of the County, unit transference is more feasible while maintaining overall density, but in the Nordic Valley region, 
the vast majority of the density is being transferred from the ski resort. The 2016 General Plan addresses density and the 2019 
Utah Geological Study addressing water provides information regarding drilling laterally to get and pump water to the area. The 
overall plan to serve the best interest of the public should consider the overall economic picture for the Valley. He thinks the area 
will be great, but he thinks that actions that are being taken regarding the ordinance and potential land use applications are being 
rushed. 
  
 
4. Remarks from Planning Commissioners. 
 
There were no additional remarks from Planning Commissioners.  
 
 
5. Planning Director Report. 
 
Mr. Grover reported on the recent actions of the County Commission.  
 
 
6. Remarks from Legal Counsel. 
 
Mr. Erickson apologized if any of the counsel he provided during the discussion of application ZTA 2021-07 was confusing to the 
Commission or the public.  
 
 
     Meeting Adjourned: The meeting adjourned at 8:55 p.m. 
    Respectfully Submitted, 
         

Weber County Planning Commission 
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Synopsis 

Application Information 
Application Request: Request for preliminary approval of Osprey Ranch Subdivision Phase 1, consisting of 31 lots 

and two open-space parcels. This proposal also includes dedication of a new County 
roadway. 

Type of Decision: Administrative 
Agenda Date: Tuesday, June 21, 2022 
Applicant: Osprey Ranch, LLC 
File Number: UVO111221 

Property Information 
Approximate Address: 1385 N Hwy 158, Eden, UT, 84310 
Project Area: 283.78 acres 
Zoning: FV-3 
Existing Land Use: Vacant 
Proposed Land Use: Residential 
Parcel ID: See application for all parcel numbers 
Township, Range, Section: T6N, R1E, Sections 3 & 4 N and T7N R1E, Section 33 SE  

Adjacent Land Use 
North: Vacant/Residential South: Vacant/USFS 
East: Hwy 158 West:  Vacant 

Staff Information 
Report Presenter: Tammy Aydelotte 
 taydelotte@webercountyutah.gov 
 801-399-8794 
Report Reviewer: SB 

Applicable Ordinances 

 Title 104, Zones, Chapter 14 Forest Valley Zone (FV-3)  
 Title 106, Subdivisions, Chapters 1-8 as applicable  
 Title 108, Chapter 17 Ogden Valley Pathways 

Background and Summary  

11/12/2021 – Subdivision application accepted.  

5/24/2022 – CUP 2022-06, approval of a water tank for the proposed subdivision, was granted by the Ogden Valley Planning 
Commission. 

This subdivision plat request consists of 31 lots, ranging in sizes from 3.12 acres to 18.57 acres.  Lot widths vary from 100 feet 
to 1972.35 feet. This proposal consists of 283.78 acres, with two open space parcels totaling 30.20 acres, 1.27 acres of trail 
area, in Phase 1. Public roads, and paved trails within the dedicated right-of-way, are proposed throughout the development.  

Analysis 

General Plan: The proposal conforms to the Ogden Valley General Plan by maintaining the existing density provided by the 
current zoning and existing approvals (2016 Ogden Valley General Plan, Land Use Principle 1.1).  

Zoning: The subject property is located in the Forest Valley (FV-3) zone. The purpose and intent of the FV-3 zone is identified 
in the LUC §104-14-1 as:  
 
 “The purpose of the Forest Valley Zone, FV-3 is to provide area for residential development in a forest setting at a 
low density, as well as to protect as much as possible the naturalistic environment of the development.” 

 

 
Staff Report to the Ogden Valley Planning Commission   
Weber County Planning Division 
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Lot area, frontage/width and yard regulations:  The site development standards for the FV-3 zone require a minimum lot area 
of 3 acres of net developable area. The FV-3 zone requires a minimum lot width of 150 feet. Lots located on the outside of 
the curved streets, or on the ends of cul-de-sacs may be reduced by up to one-third provided the lot has the required width 
at a distance of 70 feet back from the front lot line. Lot 17 has the smallest width, but meets this requirement. 
Culinary water and sanitary sewage disposal:  Nordic Mountain Water Inc. has issued approval to service Osprey Ranch 
Subdivision with installation of an additional underground storage ground tank. The developer is proposing a new wastewater 
treatment system within this proposed subdivision, with functioning capacity for 200 single-family units. The Division of 
Water Quality has confirmed that the preliminary plan submitted by the developer may be feasible (See Exhibit C). Weber 
County has agreed to assume the role of body politic over the proposed wastewater system, once the Department of Water 
Quality has issued final approval (See Exhibit C). A memo of feasibility has been received from the State. Planning will require 
a construct permit from the State, prior to going before the Planning Commission for a recommendation of final approval.  

Relation to Adjoining Street Systems/Ogden Valley Pathways: The proposed subdivision will create a new public road that will 
connect Highway 158 to Nordic Valley Drive.  A 10 foot wide paved pathway will run adjacent to the new roadway, allowing 
for pedestrian access from Nordic Valley Drive to pathways that run adjacent to Pineview Reservoir. Proposed pathways shall 
be constructed or designated for public use on currently existing, or in proposed public rights-of-way. There is an existing 
cross-access easement to the east through lot 27. Although this will be in phase 2, an emergency egress is proposed to connect 
to 2050 North Street, through parcel 22-040-0035 (to the proposed Hidden Brook Subdivision – 9 lots).  

A road stub is proposed to connect property to the south to the public roads created by this subdivision. An existing access 
easement is shown between lots 26 and 27 

Natural hazards/wetlands: This proposed subdivision lies within a geologic hazard study area. Per LUC § 104-22 a hazard study 
is required.  All recommendations outlined in the submitted report (Western Geologic dated 1/3/2022), shall be followed 
throughout development of this subdivision, and subsequent construction of each lot. 

The following are identified hazards/area of concern outlined in the above referenced reports, that are rated wither a medium 
or high likelihood to occur: 

Earthquake ground shaking – High 

Landslides and slope failures – High 

Problem soil and rock – High 

Shallow groundwater - Medium 

Mitigation recommendations are outlined in the geologic hazard report submitted to the County. The developer will be 
required to supply a letter from the geologist and geotechnical engineer, after the roads are built, that verifies that the roads 
were built to the recommendations in the reports.  

Standards: Per LUC § 108-14-3(a) Applicability: “All parcels, subdivision lots, roads and accesses, where the natural terrain 

has average slopes at or exceeding 25 percent shall be reviewed as part of an application request for a land use permit and 

building permit. Hillside review is required as part of preliminary subdivision review…” or a buildable area must be shown 
on the final plat per the following (LUC § 101-2-3 BU Definitions: Buildable area. The term "buildable area" means a portion 
of a lot, parcel or tract of land which is to be utilized as the building site and which complies with the following: 

(a) The average percent of slope within the buildable area as defined by this section shall be less than 25 percent;  
(b) The gross land area of the buildable area shall contain at least 3,000 square feet and be configured such that it can 

contain one 40-foot by 40-foot square;  
(c) It shall not contain any geologic or other environmental hazards, as determined by the county engineer;  
(d) It shall not contain any easements or setbacks; and  

(e) It shall be denoted on a subdivision plat as the only area in which building may take place on a lot or parcel. 

Review Agencies:  To date, the proposed subdivision has been reviewed by the Planning Division, Weber Fire District, and 
Weber County Engineering. The Surveyor’s Office have not yet reviewed this project. The County Surveyor’s Office will review 
the plat when a final version has been submitted. At minimum, all review agency requirements must be addressed and 
completed prior to this subdivision being recorded. 

Tax Clearance:  There are no outstanding tax payments related to these parcels.  The 2022 property taxes are not considered 
due at this time, but will become due in full on November 30, 2022. 
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Staff Recommendation 

Staff recommends preliminary approval of Osprey Ranch Subdivision Phase 1, consisting of 31 lots and two open space 
parcels.  This recommendation for approval is subject to all review agency requirements and is based on the following 
conditions: 

1. Approval of the proposed sewer plan, on letterhead from Department of Water Quality, shall be submitted prior 
to going before Planning Commission for recommendation of final approval. 

2. A proposed final plat for Phase 1 shall be submitted prior to going before Planning Commission for 
recommendation of final approval. 

3. There are lots within Phase 1 that show an average slope that exceeds 25%. As such, these shall be designated on 
the final plat with an “R” after the lot number. Per LUC § 106-1-8.20(b)(2): A note shall be required on every page 
of the final plat that states “A lot labeled with the letter "R" after the lot number is a restricted lot because it has 
an average percent of slope greater than 25-percent. Development thereon is subject to a hillside development 
review pursuant to the provisions of Title 108, Chapter 14…” or a buildable area must be shown on the final plat.   

4. A Natural Hazard Notice shall be recorded with the plat, and a note on the final plat shall be required which states 
that the parcel is located within a natural hazard study area. 

This recommendation is based on the following findings: 
1. The proposed subdivision conforms to the Ogden Valley General Plan.   
2. With the recommended conditions, the proposed subdivision complies with the applicable County ordinances.   
3. The proposed subdivision will not be detrimental to the public health, safety, or welfare. 
4. The proposed subdivision will not deteriorate the environment of the general area so as to negatively impact 

surrounding properties and uses. 
 

Exhibits 

A. Application & Narrative 
B. Proposed Plat 
C. Feasibility/Capacity Assessment Letters 
D. Geologic Hazards Survey 
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Location Map 
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Exhibit A – Application & Narrative 
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Exhibit B – Proposed Plat 
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Exhibit C – Capacity Assessment/Feasibility Letters 

 



 Page 15 of 80 

 

 



 Page 16 of 80 

 

 



 Page 17 of 80 

 

 



 Page 18 of 80 

 

 

 

 

 



 Page 19 of 80 

 

Exhibit D – Geologic  Hazards Survey 

See Attached. 
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